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THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO

November 27, 1968
To:

Members of the University Faculty

From:

John N. Durrie, Secretary

Subject:

Special Meeting on December 5

In response to the following petition, President Heady has called
a special meeting of the University Faculty for Thursday, December
2, at 4 o'clock in Mitchell Hall 101. (The next regularly scheduled
meeting of the Faculty will be on Tuesday, December 10, and an
agenda will be mailed early next week.)
"The following seventeen members of the University of
New Mexico Faculty request (according to Section 5 (c)
of the Faculty Constitution -- page 21 in the Faculty
Handbook)-- that the Secretary or the President call
at the earliest possible time a Faculty meeting. We
further request that there be a single item on the agenda

I

"MOVED, that if any or all of the students recently
suspended by the Student standards committee should
appeal to President Heady for reduction of the period
of suspension, probation,acquittal, or other change in
the penalty assessed, we encourage President Heady to
show the wisdom, moderation, tolerance and humility
with which the University of New Mexico has been blessed. "
(SIGNED)

R. B. Loftfield
Robert B. Riley
Gene Frumkin
Richard Rudisill
Jack Kolbert
Robert w. walker
Karl P. Koenig
Harold c. Meier

NOTE:

John L. Howarth
Timothy s. Schuster
Douglas P. Ferraro
Beulah M. woodfin
Lois c. Dilatush
Anthony Ugalde
Dudley Wynn
Robert Desiderio
T. Phillip wol f

This petition for a special meeting is obviously contingent
upon any or all of the students having made an appeal b y
Monday, December 2.
If such an appeal has not been made,
it is possible that a notice canceling the meeting will
be mailed.
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Faculty Meeting
December 5, 1968
(Summarized Minutes)
On December 5, 1968, a special meeting of the University Faculty
was called to order by President Heady at 4:10 p.m.
The President explained that the meeting had been called in response
to a petition submitted by seventeen faculty members to consider
the following motion: "Moved that if any or all of the students
recently suspended by the student Standards committee should appeal
to President Heady for reduction of the period of suspension, probation, acquittal, or other change in the penalty assessed, we
encourage President Heady to show the wisdom, moderation, tolerance,
and h umility with which the University of New Mexico has been blessed."

1111
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Professor Loftfield introduced the original motion "for the purpose
of providing a parliamentary foundation for a faculty discussion of
these cases," and said that the motion "quite clearly can be amended,
substituted for, or denied altogether."
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An amendment
following to
much smaller
offense." A
defeated, 97

I

I

was then proposed by Professor Howarth, to add the
the end of the motion: "To reduce the penalty to a
one in keeping with the degree of seriousness of the
motion to adjourn, introduced by Professor Frank, was
to 94.

Statements by several faculty members were then followed by a s ubstitute motion, introduced by Professor Drummond: "RESOLUTION:
Whereas our elected representatives on the Student Standards committee have conducted themselves with dedication, patience, compassion,
and courage, and, whereas, Ferrel Heady has in his short time as
~ur President already evidenced in all his efforts openness,
integrity, fairness, courage, good sense, and compassion,
Now therefore, we urge all persons at the University -- faculty,
staff, students -- and all alumni and friends -- to act henceforth
in such ways as are most likely to preserve both the fine traditions
of UNM for rational and free discours e, and compassionate concern
for all. We insist that all students shall be able to pursue their
education without harassment or interruption and that all faculty
shall be able to pursue their teaching, research and service
functions also without undesirable interference. If any part of
the total program at UNM is to be questioned by any individual or
group, it shall be done within already established procedures and
Processes, and such questioning shall be based upon rational and
free discourse with full respect for the rights of others." After
considerable discussion, this motion was tabled by a vote of 94 to87.
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'

I

I

Following a brief background statement concerning the suspension
cases which had been appealed to him by all three students, President Heady asked Professor Wollman, vice chairman of the Faculty to
preside.

i
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Another substitute motion (for the original motion and the proposed
amendment) was then presented by Professor Howarth: "We encourage
President Heady to exercise clemency in his consideration of the
appeals of the three students." The motion carried, 119 to 61.
Professor Drummond then moved to take his earlier motion off the
table. This motion was approved, and Professor Drummond's resolution was approved, 97 to 45.
The meeting adjourned at 5:50 p.m.
John N. Durrie, Secretary
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THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO
SPECIAL FACULTY MEETING
December 5, 1968

On December 5~ 1968, a special meeting of the
University Faculty was called to order by President
Heady at 4:10 p.m.
PRESIDENT HEADY Members of the faculty, this
is a special meeting of the faculty and it has been
called in response to a p etition submitted by seventeen
facul ty members to consider a motion, which was contained
in the petition, which has been distributed in the notice
of the meeting and which I assume you all have.
Before I . go on I would like to take this opportunity
to thank a number of my colleagues who have done me a
f avor either of sending me a copy or calling my attention
to this cartoon that was in "The New York er." Th ose of
you who have not seen it, it shows a rather harried looking
college president at the beginning of another day with his
secretary standing reading off to him what he has facing
him during the day . What she says is:
"You have a con front ation with the trustees scheduled for 10:00; at 11:00
you have a confrontation with the Student Council, and at
12:00 y ou have a confrontation with the faculty."
Now with your permission I would like to give a
brief b ackground statement concerning these three cases
tha t have been appe aled to me, as president, under the
provisions of the Student Standards Policy.
Following that, in accordance with Section 3(a}
of the Faculty Constitution, which provides that the
vice-chairman of the voting faculty shall preside when
the presiding officer so requests.
I will call on
Professor Wollman to preside while the agenda item for
this special meeting is under consideration.
My background statement is intended to p rovide
some basic essential information for the faculty concerning the sequence of events in these cases, the
current status of the cases, and the a ppe al ·

Special
Meeting t o
Co nsider a
Petition
Relative t o
the Suspensi o n o f
Three
Students

•

procedure set forth in the Student Standards Policy.
The three students were suspended for the academic
y ear following an incident during an NROTC class on
October 22, at Zimmerman Field. This suspension was
appealable by the students to the Student Standards Committee.
Following the suspensions, an ad hoc meeting of
the faculty members and the Student Senate, asked that
the suspensions be revoked and that the matter be considered de novo by the Student Standards Committee.
On October 31, Vice-President Lavender announced
that he was lifting ·the suspensions and would prefer
charges before the Student Standards Committee, with
the recommendation that the students be suspended from
the University.
The Student Standards Committee conducted a hearing
on these charges and on November 21, suspended each of the
three students from that date to the end of the current
academic year.
Now the Student Standards Policy provides for
review by the President if a request is made by either
party within ten days of notification of the Committee's
decision, and my main purpose in giving you the background statement is to go into a little bit of detail
about this stage of the proceedings at which we have
no arrived.
A notice of appeal on behalf of each student,
which was dated December 2, which was within the prescribed ten-day period, was received in my office on
December 3. That was Tuesday of this week.
Each notice of appeal included a request that,
pending the appeal, a stay of execution of the sanction
imposed by the committee by granted. On that same date,
December 3, I sent a communication to each of the
students and to their attorney, acknowledging a receipt
of the notices of appeal, and granted the request that
the suspension imposed by the Student Standards Committee
be stayed during my decision on the appeal.
i
I
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Now I would like to read from page 116 of the
Faculty Handbook, the provisions in Section 6 of the
Student Standards Policy dealing with review by the

president.

This section states:

"If a request is made by either p arty within ten
day s of receipt of notification of the Committee's
decision, the President shal l review the matter. Hi s
review shall be based on (i) the record made before the
Committee; (ii) the Committee's written opinion; and
(iii) oral or written argumen t s made to him by the parties
or their representatives. After consult i ng the par tie s,
the President may arrange for a hearing with all p arties
present.
"If the President concludes t hat additional evidence should be taken, h e shall remand the ma tter to
the Committee for further p roceedings. If h e concludes
that the record is complete, he may affirm, reverse, or
modify the Committee's determination. The President's
decision shall be communicated in writing to the Chai rman of the Commi ttee, to t h e complaining p arty , and to
the student within thirty days of the case being appe ale d
to him. If, for any reason, the President is unable to
participate in the appellate process, th~ a ppe al shall
be he ard and the decision made by the Ac ademic Vice
President."
I regret to say, as far as I know, that last
sentence will not be applicable.
That concludes the provisions of Section 6 of the
Students Policy.
Now in accordance with these p rovi sions, I have
req uested the Chairman of the Student Standards Committee
to furnish me with the record made before the Committee,
and the Committee's written opinion, as soon as poss ible.
I h ave also informed t h e t hree stud en ts and Vice President
for Student Affairs that if they or their representatives
desire to submit written arguments to me for consideration
in the review, I would app reciate receiving these at t he
earliest convenient date.
Now my und erstanding of my o bligations under the
Students Standards Policy at this stage of the proceedi ngs is that I s h ould be willing to receive written or
oral communications from those who wish t o present their
views concerning disposition of these cases; but t h at I
should not engage in discuss i ons concern i ng substantive
issues involved in the cases. Therefore, I do not intend
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to take active part in the deliberations at this special
meeting.
I thank you for letting me make this background
statement to you, and I would now lik8£,Jo request that
Pro fessor Wollman, as Vice Chairman of fa culty, take
the chair to preside over the con sider~tion of the agenda
item that you received in the call - for the meeting.
PROFESSOR WOLLMAN To my understanding, Professor
Loftfield s erved as chairman of the group that i n itiated
this meeting, so we will begin by having a statement
from Professor Loftfield.
PROFESSOR LOFTFIELD Thank you. Entirely in order
that there should be a parliamentary foundation for
presenting this material for faculty discussion
WOLLMAN

They can't hear in the back.

LOFTFIELD Entirely to the purpose of p roviding
a p arliamentary foundation for a faculty discussion of
these cases, we are offering the following motion, which
quite clearly can be amended, substituted for , or denied
altogether :
"Moved, that if any or all of the students recently
suspended.by the Student ~standards Committee should app eal
to President Heady for reduction of the period of sus pension, probation, acquittal, or other change in the
penalty assessed, we encourage President Heady to show
the wisdom, moderation, tolerance, and humilty with which
the University o f New Mexico has been blessed."
That is my motion.
door for discussion.

Anyway, I think this opens the

WOLLMAN

Is there a second?

FACULTY

Second.

WOLLMAN

Is there any discussion?

WOODWARD I would like to ask what that statement
means.
I think anyone can interpret it any way they
should do, but give y our interpretation of what it means.

SECRETARY DURRIE Mr. Chairman, I just woul d l ike
to request that whoever wishes to speak f rom t h e f l oor,
please give his name for the benefit of t h e stenograp her.
WOLL~.iAN
Loftfield?
WOODWARD

You addressed your q ues t ion to Professor

Yes.

LOFTFIELD I would, as I said in the first p l ace,
the motion was really intended more than anything else
to provide a foundation for a faculty meeting. Wha t it
means, if approved, I would say here, would be that the
faculty, as a group, recommends moderation or -- wel l ,
moderation, intelligence, and what not on the part o f
the President when he's dealing with it. But I t h i nk ,
as I said, the thing was actually hastily contrived;
perhap s needs modification or clarification. But i t is
an encouragement towards moderation.
PROFESSOR HOWARTH My name appears as one o f the
signers of this and since I have read it more carefu l l y ,
I think I feel with Professor Loftfield that it could
h ave been more carefully written. The intent, I t h ink,
was clear, as Professor Loftfield has said; to t h is end
I would like to propose an amendment:
I move t h a t t h e
f ollowing words be added at the end of t h e motion t h at' s
printed on the paper:
"To reduce the penalty to a mu c h
smaller one in keeping with the degree of seriousness
of t h e offense."
FACULTY

Second.

WOLLMAN Is there a discussion o f the amendmen t,
Professor Frank?
PROFESSOR FRANK I am Professor Frank and I don't
think I have been noted for b eing a p ro-establis hment
p erson, but it seems to me t h ere's someth ing ambiguou s
about this. We demand due process, wh ich I think we
are granted, and it seems to me that now that we are
interfering in the appellate process in a way which is
of dubious moral and legal propriety.
I think any one
of us, as individuals, can plead with t he President for
cl:mency in this case; as a group I t h ink we are o f

dubious propriety, legality, morality in this whole
issue, and I move we adjourn.
FACULTY

Second.

WOLLMAN Do I understand that a motion to ad j ourn
is not debatable?
DURRIE

I

That's correct.

WOLLMAN There is no discussion. All those in
favor of the motion to adjourn, would you please raise
your right hand? Can I ask Professor Norman to count
those standing along with me so we can get an accurate
count?
PROFESSOR NORMAN
WOLLMAN Opposed?
raise your hand.
NORMAN

Ninety-three.
Those against, will y o u please

Ninety-nine.

WOLLMAN The motion to adjourn is not carried.
Pro'fessor Blum.
PROFESSOR BLUM I would like to address myself
to Professor Frank.
I don't know whether you consider
me an establishment man, but I think I have rarely
heard more drivel than what he recently said.
If we, as a faculty group, cannot urge the President to modify a sentence which we feel is too severe,
then we as a £aculty cannot do anythi ng encouraging.
I think this is absolute nonsense.
·
WOLLMAN

l

Professor Kanowitz.

PROFES~OR KANOWITZ I really think that it is
i~p roper to come from discussing -- I don't think that
much profit can come from discussing the vote that was
just concluded, except that I would say that I think
it's rather unfortunate that the motion was made.
Somebody cries that we all will have an opportunity to
look at this problem. I think the vote that we just
had demonstrates a couple of things: One is that,
like every other university in the United States, we

:;: ,-

are a diverse group, and that's good, and that's the
way it should be. We ought to have tremendous diversity of viewpoints on this matter, and I think there's
a tremendous difference between diversity and division.
I think that this incident that has arisen recently in
the University threatens division and I, for one, am
interested in seeing ~hat all of us can do to prevent
division.
Now I had an occasion to make some remarks about
these even ts at an unofficial meeting of concerned faculty and some of you who were present might be bored
by my repetition of some of the t hings I said earlier,
but I will try not to bore, and many of you were not
there.
But, if you bear with me I would like to repeat
some of the things and add some new ones.
My own view is that there is probably a lot more
agreement in this faculty than disagreement about basic
p rinciples.
I would think that the overwhelming majority
of members of this fa c ulty, if not every single member
of this faculty, is committed to the principle that no
one, whether they be students or strangers or faculty
members or anyone else, be permitted to disrupt the
valid educational activities in the University. There
might be some debate .
I know there's a difference of
opinion as to whether the NROTC qualifies as a valid
educational enterprise.
The fact of the matter, however, is that the
hearings that were conducted by the Student Standards
Committee operated on the assumption that the NROTC
was a valid educational activity. As far as I can
ascertain from the very distant view of the proceedings,
I can't discern any egregious procedural improprieties
that would justify a court of law in upsetting the
determination of the Student Standards Committee.
If
I were a member of that Committee ruling, I would not
have ruled as they did, but I think it was within their
discretion to do so~

I

What I am trying t o say is that I think we are
in the si t uation in which we are n o t trying to cast
blame on anybody, whether it's on the St udent Standards
Committee or any me mbers of the administration or any
faculty memb~ r s. The l ong and short of it is that we

\

are faced with a very difficult problem here, one that's
not unique to the University of New Mexico, one that we
have been just recently confronted with, but one which
we ought to try to work out some intelligent, decent
approach with regard to these three students and with
regard to our long-range response to these kinds of
events, if and when they occur again.
Now, Professor Frank, I can vouch that in my
opinion his heart is in the right place, but, Joe, I
think you are just wrong on your appraisal of the situation. How we, as an institution, react to these events
is going to effect all of us, every member of this Uni versity committee.
I think that prior meetings that we
have had on this subject have indicated that no one condones misconduct on the part of the students, and on the
assumption that this misconduct on the part of these
three students was proved before a tribunal that had
jurisdiction to make a determination about it.
I don't
think anybody would condone that misconduct, and I think
we would merely becloud the issue if we went off into
inquiries about the tribunal, about the academic due
p rocess, points all of which I think are resolved and
certainly if there's anything that needs to be resolved
about those, the · students are represented by counsel
and they can do a competent job in doing that. But,
without condoning the interference with a valid educational pursuit of this University, and some of us expressly
sent the communication to the&e three students:
Number one, urging them to file an ap peal and, number
two, advising them that if they did file the appeal
they should make crystal clear their willingness to
abide by the valid University regulations in the future,
and I was one, and there were many who joined in that,
either directly or authorized three of us at last unofficial meeting to send this kind of communication to
the students. ·
We still are confronted with the very specific
issue that faces us now, namely: Was the one-year sus pension of these students handed down the Student Standards Committee an appropriate penalty for the offense
that was committed? And, number two, is it appropriate
for faculty members at _large to offer their views as to
the appropriateness of that penalty to their President?

Well, I think the answer to the first is that
it's appropriate -- that is -- let me back up -- I think
it is appropriate for us to voice our views to our President, and I think that it's appropriate for all of us,
regardless of how differently we may look at various
matters, to come to the conclusion that it is just and
proper in this case for the sentences to be reduced.
As I suggested at this last meeting, the alternatives that are available in terms of reducing the
sentence or penalty are varied, conceivably if that decision is made the sentences can be reduced by, in effect,
suspending the sentences, placing the students on probation. That is, they are suspended for one year, but
just as if sentence is now -- there's been a stay of
execution on it pending final review by President Heady,
and this can be done over prolonged periods of time for
a period of a year, for instance. The students behave
themselves, that's the end of the matter. Or, a new
sentence can be substituted, such as a reprimand, or
some variety in between.
I am not suggesting to anybody what a specific
sentence should be, although my feeling is that a suspension of the suspension would probably be the most
appropriate.
Now why should we do this? My reasons for wanting
to do this is that a sentence serves only one basic
purpose, namely: That of deterrent, to deter the students who were convicted of this misdeed and to deter
others from engaging in a similar misdeed in the future.
I think we know an old principle that we simply do n ot
shoot a fly with a cannon, and if that deterrent can
be achieved with something less than a one-year susp ension, then we ought to resort to it.
Now I have talked longer than I had hoped to,
and I know there are many other people who want to
express themselves on this. Let me merely make this
general observation and I will sit down.
We know that there has been student unrest
throughout the world in recent years. · We know what
took place in a very dramatic form in Berkeley, Columbia,
University of Paris, University of Mexico City, and

._,

despite the variations of the situations between t h ose
universities, any student of those situations I t hink
can't help but conclude it was one common denominator
running through them; that is, in each case what started
out as a trivial incident on the part of students, a
minor infraction, was responded to -- was over-resp onded
to by persons in authority with the net result t h at a
situation developed.
Now I think that in view of these circumstances
and in view of the triviality of the int erference wi th
the NROTC exercises, as demonstrated b y the record; in
view of the past precedents as to how students' mi sconduct was treated at this University, that it woul d
b e the better part of valor and wisdom for us, as a n
institution, and this ultimately means President He a dy
since the buck goes nowhere beyond h im i n this situ ation,
to respond to this -- in this instance wi th patience
and understanding and reservind the op t i ons for responding to it more firmly -- I don't want to say "more f irml y "
because I think we are responding firml y now -- firmly,
and yet not too severely. But we reserve the op tions
in the future of responding with much g reater severity
where we would h ave -- if e v ents shoul d occur, t h e
instance of recidivism, so to speak, b ut certainly for
a f irst offense, certainly in view of t h e fact t h a t we
want to maintain communtcation and dialogue with t h e
students in this University, it would seem to me to be
entirely approp riate for the sentence that was h anded
by the Student Standards Committee to be reduced as
President Heady h as an occasion to consider this matter
b y suspending the suspensions and p lacing the stude n ts
on probation.
WOLLMAN

Yes.

PROFESSOR VAN GRABER I want to say I am going
to keep it very brief.
I am in favor o f this a me n dment being not passed for one very simp le reas on,
because if we do pass it, it is a case of the tail
wagging the dog.
If this body wishes to recommend to
the President that he exercise clemency , if this b o dy
wishes to recommend to the P resident t h at he incre a se
the punishment, we should do so, but the bulk o f thi s
particular motion says to t h e President. "Pres i d e nt ,
be wise, be tolerant, be moderate, and be humble."
In other words, "President, be President."

Even if I weren't sitting next to the President at
this time I don't believe that's necessary.
I think not
only is it unnecessary, but it's unwise and it's absurd.
For this reason I would say we should defeat this amendment
and if we wish to make a recommendation, let's make it and
to it right.
(Applause)
PROFESSOR GRANDE I would like first to address
myself to the last speaker, and in doing that I would
also take the opportunity to complement President Heady
for what he already has done in this case.
I think that
he is President and I think that by passing the motion
that we have before us we then support the notion that
we are in agreement with the wise handling of a case like
this that the President has alr~ady started on by reinstating the students, by reconsidering or considering, at
least.
Then to the motion, itself, I would be in favor of
the motion with the amendment, and I do so for the same
reason as Professor Kanowitz has already outlined: I do
see three major aspects of this problem: One, does the
penalty fi~ the crime and wherever we are looking around
us, what is happening on the university campuses in this
country and around the world, the kinds of disturbances
that have been going on and are being -- are going on?
What happened on Zimmerman Field was very trivial indeed,
and yet even in the very serious cases of Columbia they
decided not to go to the very simple penalty to disrupt
the educational processes for young people for the whole
year with the possible additional consequences that this
might happen.
It was proved, and during the hearings which I
attended, that at least one of the groups of the NROTC
people who had physical fitness that day, could not take
the most direct route when entering the field.
They had
at least to add fifty or sixty feet to their route to the
station where they were going to have their exercises.
I
agree that was a disruption.
It was also claimed, although
not really proved, that the six parties lined up for
starting the relays might have had to wait a few minutes
before starting the relays.
If that's the case, it's
really too bad.
BUt I did pass that field in advance of
the time that exercises were scheduled to have been
finished, and the field was empty, and according to the
testimony given by Captain Brown -- Professor Brown in
the hearings, they had completed all their tests and

'
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there was no visible damage done to the field, neither
to any of those participating in the tests.

II

Under these circumstances it would seem that
although we all agree, I hope, that these other students
had nothing to do, even those who, according to the
testimony by one of the members of ROTC, had been
jokingly ' invited by some of those taking the tests, why
not join them in the relay rather than hanging around?
They had nothing to do out there.
But it was a very
minor infraction of our rule concerning a scheduled
event, that it can be discussed if it is real educational, if this is a University function, according to
testimony testified by these students, Professor Brown
in charge of that class, and said a few days after the
incident that it was a military requirement to take
that test and not a function of the University.

I

I
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But still, if we may say it was a scheduled
thing on this campus, still it was an infraction of
the University rules.
So it really doesn't matter too much about
Professor Brown's statement about this being a University function, as it was a scheduled event.
But, however, we look at this -- we must come to
the conclusion that it was a minor infraction of our
rules compared to damaging property, compared to
assault on persons, compared to violent reactions that
we have seen and heard about on other campuses.
The second point I pass by rather quickly
because I agree at this stage, as Professor Kanowitz
pointed out, that the judicial process issue is not
rea~ly at stake here. But I would like to mention
that it was really disturbing during some parts of
the process of trying the students to discover that,
by delegation, the administration of the University
had given the responsibility of advising the Committee
to a person who was not actually aware of proper proceedings of the Committee. Whether this could probably
influence their penalty, I don't know, but I don't
think it's any topic to discuss at this point because
it could be taken care of in other audiences.

-
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The third point is really t h e nature f or us;
that is, what kind of a university, what kind of an
insti tution would we like t his to be in t he future?
What kind of a dialogue an d contact would we like to
have with the different elements and different viewpoints? I think it has come out fairl y clearly -and this happens to be fairl y close to my field of
personalization -- under the research t hat has b een
done so far on university riots that Professor Kano witz
was starting with a minor infraction of rules, overreaction by administrators allowing themselves to
become irritated and those who want to rebel and get
an issue, something to fight for, and in this case I
would say it was rather undisputed that they s hould
get that kind of an issue that they did, some of them.
If we go on, if you read the - 7 see t h e other schools,
the Berk,.ey riots of '65, if you studied Clark Kerr's
report on what happened, if y ou read through the Cox
repo rt on Columbia, the incidents t his year, and a
number of other articles t hat I could give you reference
to, y ou will see the same pattern; that the overreaction
of a minor incident can create the climate of the
campus which is not conduci v e to reason , and in order
to be able to handle problems with reason, try to not
react in an extreme way. That's why we should really
try to make it clear to the students that we do not
accept further infractions of rules. We do not provide
them wi th excuse for furth er and escalati n g d e monstrations. We simply want these kids to go t o schoo l, if
they want to, and we will be together in trying to give
them an education.
In the meantime we wi ll keep t h e
law governing with in the different segments of t h e
faculty, the student procedure, t he administration, and
see if t hi s University could not at this day and age
be able to get one step beyond what the other ignorant
types of responses that we have seen in other places;
together they could do it.
So my appeal in what I say now is to those of
you who don't like to see t h ese students around, or who
are irritated by what they did or who would like to
support the administration. I think we should be
ready to cope with the occasion involved of seeing
people that we don't like around, and I think it is
the best support we can give to our President and to
the administration and, indeed, to t his institution,
if we pass the kind of moderate and careful motion that

we have before us now, and pass it with a large majority,
and then go on to work out the differences between us
trying to educate these others on the problems that we
are facing.
Thank you v e ry much.
WOLLMAN

Professor Koschmann.

PROFESSOR KOSCHMANN I first would like to ask
a question: The last speaker raised the question that
these students should probably be given clemency because
this one year would seriously interfere with their
continued education.
I do not know the answer to this
question, though I have some thoughts. Are we dealing
with a young, immature, eighteen- and nineteen-year-old
student who is just beginning to understand the proper
procedures and intellectual freedom? Is this the
student we are asked -- being asked to recommend
clemency for? Could someone answer that question
and then I have other comments?
WOLLMAN
that question?

Is there anyone who wants to answer

KOSCHMANN Are these eighteen- and nineteenyear-old youngsters?
PROFESSOR DITTMER
One is thirty years old.

No.

One of t h em is thirty .

KOSCHMANN All right.
I think this point might
come to mind, if we are dealing
WOLLMAN

Let's have order, please.

KOSCHMANN If we are dealing with young students
who are for the first time learning how to get along
with people and respecting the rights of others, I
think certainly then we do consider whether clemency
is in order.
If, on the other hand, we are dealing
with people who are much more mature than that, or at
least ask that they be treated as much more mature than
that, then I think we should take this into consideration.

Point two, the cormnent has been made that this
is a terrible punishment.
I think the situation, as
I see it, is some students have decided to interfere
with the academic freedom of some members of the
University community. The Student Standards Cormnittee
has now said that people who don't obey the rules
should get off campus.
I think this is eminently
appropriate action to take, not as punishment, but
merely to say until they are ready to respect the
academic freedoms of other people, they will not be
here on campus.
Thirdly, there was a fairly heavy point brought
out about overreaction. Honestly, the most overreaction
that I have seen here is what is an almost hysterical
reaction on the part of a large number of students and
a large number of faculty members who, when the University started due process, immediately complained that
due process was not being followed.
They have called
quite a number of meetirtgs which have gotten a lot of
publicity. This, to me, is the overreaction to a
matter which was very routine. People are interrupting the University, and they are asked to leave the
community. This, to me, is a routine matter and
should be handled routinely. I do not think the
faculty should have overreacted in the way they
did.
(Applause)
WOLLMAN

Professor Drummond.

PROFESSOR DRUMMOND I usually find myself in
agreement with almost everyone who speaks and I guess
that means I am too illiterate to be here. But I
would like to offer a substitute motion for the
motion before the house, which reads as follows, and
then I will talk a bit about it:
"Whereas our elected representatives on the
Student Standards Cormnittee have conducted themselves
with dedication, patience, compassion, and courage,
and whereas, Fj'r rel Heady has in his short time as
our President already evidenced in all his efforts
openness, integrity, fairness, courage, good sense,
and compassion:

"Now, therefore, we urge all persons at the
University -- faculty, staff, students, and all alumni
and friends -- to act henceforth in such ways as are
most likely to preserve both the fine traditions of
U.N.M. for rational and free discourse, and compassionate
concern for all. We insist that all students shall be
able to pursue their education without harassment or
interruption and that all faculty shall be able to
pursue their teaching, research, and service functions
also without undesirable interference. If any part of
the total program at U.N.M. is to be questioned by any
individual or group, it shall be done within already
established procedures and processes, and such questioning shall be based upon rational and free discourse
with full respect for the rights of others."
PROFESSOR SEIDLER

Second.

DRUMMOND This is a substitute motion. I will
be glad to discuss it a bit, if you would like, or I
will be glad to sit down if they would like.
WOLLMAN Is there any further discussion?
Professor Hoyt.
PROFESSOR HOYT

Yes.

FACULTY Mr. Chairman, there is an amendment
before the house.
WOLLMAN There is an amendment on the original
motion and now a ~ stitute motion for the first
motion, as amended. How should we proceed in accordance with discussing all of this? You want to just
discuss it all and then vote serii lly in some fashion?
FACULTY I think the motion has priority. I am
not a parliamentarian, but I think the amendment to
the original motion has the priority. Then we discuss
the original motion, vote on it, and then we can vote
on the substitute.
DURRIE
FACULTY

That's what I would say.
I am not a parliamentarian, but --

PROFESSOR EUBANK The substitute motion takes
precedence over the motion and it is discussable and
voted on.
WOLLMAN So we may continue discussing the
substitute motion1
HOYT Well, what I have to say bears on the
substitute motion because I take it the tenor of this
motion is that the faculty shouldn't be discussing
this question and should leave it entirely to the
President. It seems to me that the value of this
meeting is not so much whether we pass a motion or
what motion we pass, but rather that in this meeting
we may get the benefit of the opinions of various
faculty members, and this expression of the views and
the collective opinions of the faculty may be of some
assistance to President Heady in the very difficult and
unenviable job that he has of deciding this question.
I also want to say something about -- a little
bit about what I think Professor Crochity was saying -is that right?
KOSCHMANN

Koschmann.

HOYT Koschmann. Excuse me.
I think there are
really two questions that are important here: One is,
what is the -- what effect is this going to have on
these three students and on their future careers and
on their education, and I think the other question is
the one that we are all interested in.
I think there's
-- there is a general agreement that we cannot permi t
disruption of organized activities on campus.
I thin k
the consensus of the group seems to be in agreement on
that.
So I thin k that two questions are the e ff e c t on
the students on the one hand, and t he q ue s t i on of
h ow we deter more trouble on the campus on the o ther .
Now on the effect on students, I can only spe ak
with respect to one of them, and I think maybe it would
be of value if maybe the faculty members who have other
students in their classes and know them would speak
about some other student. The one I know is Allen
Cooper.
He has been in my class this semester. He's

a very vocal member of the class.
I found i t stimulating having him in class. I've disagreed with him
and argued with him about such things as should he here
be trying to learn and understand -- I believe he's a
political science major. The class he is in with me
is International Politics.
I urged him that he place
less priority on acting against the war and more on
trying to understand the political and international
system so we would have a better basis for acting more
intelligently.
I have had some good discussions with
him on this.
I think he appreciates my point of view.
I had to admit, in talking with him, that maybe a
student can maybe both learn and act at the same time.
In other words, I think my general reaction on Mr.
Cooper, he came in to see me yesterday and he was
concerned about making up the work he had lost in class
and he is --

I
I

WOLLMAN Professor Hoyt, I think I'd better
interrupt and ask whether your discussion, you feel,
bears on the ~ stitute motion, because it is not --

I

HOYT

Yes.

WOLLMAN If not, I think we shall have to limit
our discussion to the substitute motion.
HOYT Well, the sbustitute motion is very vague.
It's almost as vague as the initial motion. We don't
know exactly what it means, but I g; ther that Professor
Drummond doesn't want us to take action and I am urging
that we do take action, so I am speaking against his
motion.
WOLLMAN I would like to ask Professor Drummond
whether he feels -- if an affirmative vote on his motion
precludes vote on the preceding motion?
DRUMMOND Well, I am not real sure what the
preceding motion says, just as Ed evidently is not
sure what mine says. Mine say~ to me, at least, that
I would have hated to have been a member of the
Student Standards Committee, and since they had to
act, I look upon what they did with compassion and
since F) rre JJ Heady has to act, I sure as hell am glad
I am not in his position and I look, at least, as of

this point in time, I give h im credit for being the kind
of human being he was described awhile ago as President,
and it seems to me that we instead, as a faculty,
instead of trying to tell him what he should do, that
we should say what we should do, and that is to work
hard on this campus, and in this state, to continue
a climate of free and open inquiry and that means for
all, not only for those who disagree with us.
WOLLMAN Well, I would accept your statement as
indicating that an affirmative vote on your motion
would still leave open the question of how he should
vote on the previous amendment.
DRUMMOND I think that would be up to the faculty,
then, to decide. I guess it's a substitute motion.
It's a substitute motion.
SEIDLER Mr. Chairman , that would mean we could
not vote on the original motion?
WOLLMAN If voting on Professor Drummond's
motion affirmatively would preclude discussion on the
previous amendment and previous motion, then I think
we should be very broad in our determination of what
is relevant to discussion at this point, and I will
allow Professor Hoyt to continue.
HOYT

Thank you.

SEIDLER Mr. Chairman, I don't believe the
substitute motion is in order and it is not in order
unless the original motion is withdrawn.
DURRIE
on this:

May I read what Mr. Robert has to say

"A substitute is an amendment where an entire
resolution or section or one or more paragraphs is
struck out and another resolution or section or one
or more paragraphs is inserted in its place."
SEIDLER
on the floor.

We already h~ve one other amendment

WOLLMAN I shall rule we shall continue discussion
as we have. Professor Hoyt?
HOYT Well, as I say, I think he's a very serious
student. He came in to see me and wanted to talk about
making up the work in the course. I went over readings
he could do to make up the work and I agreed to hold
weekly conferences with him on his work because I
would like to help him mature and he is thirty years
old. He's married now. I think that's affected his
point of view. He's accepting his responsibility. He
told me he felt he had to get through, complete his
education, and I think there's even a question in his
mind whether he ought to be engaging in the kind of
political activity he has been engaging in.
I hesitate to -- I think there's a delicate
question whether you want him to admit:
"I shouldn't
have done this. I shouldn't have protested." He was
making an honest protest. I don't think it's going to
do any good to insult his pride by asking him to
promise that he never will again.
From time to time I think there's a good chance
that he will apply himself to his studies and try and
not get into this kind of a situation again.
As I say, he is thirty years old. Those of you
who went to the trial, as I did, heard the students
make a statement:
"He's been deeply engaged in civil
rights activities. He's been arrested a number of
times." He was knocked off his bike and to some extent
beaten up by unknown assailants here just a few days
ago after the trial. He also has been in the service
and he is here at school under the G.I. bill and he
tells me that he will lose the G.I. bill if he is
suspended even for one semester.
Now the other two students, I think, are very
different -WOLLMAN

Gentlemen.

HOYT The other two students, I think, are very
different types of students and maybe some faculty

members who have them in their classes can say something
about those students.
The other question I think that somebody
considered here is the deterrent effect of this whole
thing, and I think we should consider the deterrents
broadly. We are not speaking here of making an example
of somebody, hanging, drawing, and quartering them.
What we are thinking about, what is the best procedure
to give harmonious relations on campus in the future
and to prevent more disruptions of this kind, and worse
protests, if you consider deterrents in this broad
sense I am not sure that the severest punishment is the
best way to prevent more trouble.
I think we do agree
we can't allow the disruption of organized activities
on the campus.
I think that point has been made. I
think that if we bear in mind that this is the first
offense and in courts of law judges ordinarily are
lenient for a first offender, particularly if he's a
young first offender, and very often follow the course
that Mr. Kanowitz suggested; in other words, put the
student on probation during good behavior, reserving
the full impact of the penalty.
I think it's very possible that clemency here
might have more prolonged long-range deterrent effect
than making a horrible example of these three students.
WOLLMAN May I say that time is getting late
and it would be most appropriate if you would keep your
comments to a minimum.
PROFESSOR DICKEY If these people are outside
of this class of rapers and murderers, it does not
possibly matter what we are talking about.
I don't
care about these students, for God's sake. The
reason I voted for adjournment is that most faculty
meetings that I go to shake my faith in the
University and the great leaders in the community.
I
thought we could communicate to President Heady by
writing, those who are concerned about the students,
why we thought that there was plenty of evidence over
this and we could do this privately, but since we are
a public meeting I would like to say that one must not

get too hung up on deterrents and so forth and ought
simply to think practically of whether or not common
sense dictates any kind of extreme action and whether
we have to recommend to the President to be kind, good,
brave, generous -- it's like those awful prayers in
church:
"Dear God, Whose quality is always to be
merciful, please be merciful." I happen to think that
clemency is the only sensible solution to the whole
thing; that there's several times when the ·administration could have t~rned the whole thing off and
they have not taken tfe opportunity. This is their
last chance to do so.
I assume they are sensible
enough to do so.
PROFESSOR YOUNG I am Young of the Student
Health Service. I think this community can easily
be confused by capitulation by other people, and the
publicity that has been given to this, many people
would determine it capitulation and, even though we
are dealing with two issues of different magnitude, I
don't think we should attempt to equal Chamberlain
and Munich.
PROFESSOR BOCK I am more concerned with the
possible inferences that might be drawn from failing
to obtain clemency for these students because first
of all those who signed affidavits of complicity hav e,
after all, been singled out, and because the penalty
is, to me at least, so clearly out of p roportion to
the actual offense.
It was a greater d anger o f
interpretation that what is going down is puni shment
of people that we couldn't get in other ways. This
is the first offense, insofar as the procedure is
concerned, yet at the ad hoc meeting the other night
one of the representatives of the administration went
to some length to explain that Mr. Wright had been
guilty of -- of many previous contacts with the
administration. That is not the punishable offense,
as far as I am concerned.
This is a first offense for Mr. Cooper in terms
of the charges that were brought. It was, as Captain
Brown has stated, prior experience and investigations
of Mr. Cooper caused him to consider Cooper dangerous,
presumably pay extra attention to his activities. But,
being considered dangerous by someone is not a
punishable offense. Larry Russell is guilty of --

WOLLMAN

Professor Bock

BOCK -- of going with a
WOLLMAN I must interrupt. I think you are
departing somewhat from the tenor of the motion.
BOCK I am replying to the last speak er.
Larry Russell is guilty of being president of a
campus organization, which on some other campuses
has been involved in events and illegal protests, but
that is not a punishable offense. Therefore, I urge
clemency so that the interpretation not be given that
these people are being charged with the trivial offense ,
over-punished for, whereas the actual aim i s to stifle
honest dissent and get at people you can't get at in
other ways.
DOCTOR SHERMAN SMITH Mr. Chairman, members of
the faculty, I would like to say a few things in
response to Professor Bock because I think he made an
extremely serious -- extremely serious charge against
certain members of the administration.
I think this
needs to be dealt with.
I would also like to speak briefly about
overreacting, and I would like to speak about t h e
people being singled out.
I rise not because I have been delegated, or
because I feel anointed, to a ddress t h ese topi cs , but
because perhaps in a special way I am not s o situated
in the administration that I am personally involved in
any of this. That is to say, I do not relate to student
affairs, as Doctor Lavender does, or to the faculty as
Doctor Travelstead does.
This allegati on that people are singled out for
severe penalty because there wasn't any way to get at
them for things that they had done in the past, I think
is a baseless canard .
I would like to tell you how it
happened that these three people got singled out, and
I base what I have to tell you on conversati ons with
those who identified them as of the following morning
after the event.

There were some half dozen students who disrupted
the activities of the ROTC. Three of these were wellknown to the people who identified them, specifically
and mainly Doctor Lavender and Doctor Travelstead, both
of whom were present, and by others. The other students
who were equally involved were not known by sight.
Now one could say that these students were
singled out because they were known, but the question
is, where does the responsibility for being known rest?
If, as a fairly well-known person, I were to commit a
breach of the peace and get -- you know, get involved
in disorderly conduct in the city somewhere, there's
a fair chance I would be recognized.
That's something
I have to live with.
It's something which I can't
escape, provided I am someone who is known by sight to
quite a large number of people, and I think that that
is the explanation for this identification and I think
it's really basically an irrelevant question.
WOLLMAN
SMITH

Doctor Smith -Yes.

WOLLMAN I have been trying to get everybody to
talk on the motion because, otherwise, I am afraid our
business will never get settled.
If there be some way
you can direct your remarks to the motion, it would
be most appropriate.
Otherwise, we will have to just
let all of the discussion move as it so chooses.
SMITH

How do you go?

WOLLMAN Well, if you can conclude by directing
y our remarks to the motion --

broad.

SMITH Well, I think the motion is really very
Are we talking about the substitute motion?

WOLLMAN Talking about the substitute motion
and, if so, I wish
SMITH Then I think I am addressing my rema rk s
to the motion, in effect the s ubstitute motion about

J

overreacting, if I may. Whatever overreaction there
was in the first action was a corporate kind of reaction,
as I think everybody knows.
It was not an overreaction
on the spur of the moment.
It was something which was
deliberated pretty carefully some time the next day.
Let me say that if three students on the way
from Johnson Gym to their place of residence had
happened to try to cross the field and did precisely
what these three students did, there certainly would
have been no issue.
The reason that there was an issue
was because the Vice President for Student Affairs,
having been extremely tolerant of all kinds of
expression of opinion, having okayed the proposed
silent demonstration which brought all the people to
the field, having dealt with this problem in a most
lenient kind of way for many months, suddenly found
himself confronted for the very first time with a
violation of a basic policy of this faculty, endorsed
by the regents, which he had described to these students
and other students, and the student groups, innumerable
times.
In other words, do your own thing so long as
you don't interfere with somebody else's thing. This
was the first occasion of this kind, as had been said.
He went to the field.
He got in touch with the
people. He warned them that they were in violation
of this policy. He said, "I ask you, please, to go
clear because this we can't put up with." He was
hooted at. He went back again and said, "Now I tell
you to remove or I will have to ask the police to take
you away." It was after this that the disruption
occurred. So, overreaction to the seriousness of the
policy question, I don't think so.
WOLLMAN

Somebody here?

Did you want --

PROFESSOR THORSON I would like to make a
couple of very brief remarks.
Everybody says that,
and it's been an hour and fifteen minutes.
One of the kinds of deterrents which I think
Mr. Hoyt left out was the deterrent on student
activitism, as a serious deterrent.
If a student will

be afraid -- I am not saying t hat the administration
is doing this or attempting to do this, but certain
elements in the student body are attempting to
interpret this action as busting s.c.s., and if this
is a deterrent to students to participate, to get into
s.c.s., find out how silly i t is and get back out, then
I think it's a very bad precedent.
WOLLMAN

Mr. Ivins?

PROFESSOR IVINS I intend to vote for the
substitute motion. My first reason is that I think
there has been ample expression of sentiment in this
faculty i n favor of clemency. In the second place, I
think Professor Drummond's motion, which I intend to
support, it does not contravene clemency. I n the
third place, I have listened to these arguments as
carefully as I could and it seems to me that most of
the arguments supporting the first motion are based on
a prior assumption that clemency will not be given.
This puts, it seems to me, the board or court of
appeals in a very peculiar position; giving clemency
it can then be interpreted as having had not the
degree of independent judgment that we would like to
see in this area, contradicting the plea for clemency
we then see the possibility of further confrontation
of this type between the faculty, within the faculty,
and within the administration.
WOLLMAN

Professor Tomasson.

PROFESSOR TOMASSON I just want to ask
Professor Drummond if he would consider withdrawing
his motion as a substitute motion, and I think if you
would do that I think the overwhelming majority of us
here would go for it and then we can return to a
discussion of the original motion. Would you agree?
WOLLMAN

Professor Drummond?

DRUMMOND I am here just as one person and I am
willing to do what this body wants to do. I just
would like to have us focus our attention not on the

past but on the future.
I would like to have us
focus our attention on maintaining something we have
and must not lose, and that's why this is -- I think
have ways and I think we have an administration
which, having heard all of this, will act in ways that
we would like to have them act. Frankly, I have that
sort of feeling about it. If you would like to have me
withdraw my motion, if that's the will of the body -(General cries of "no")
TOMASSON
WOLLMAN

Not as a substitute.
The request was that you make it as a

motion.
DRUMMOND But there's another motion in the
house and I cannot.
PROFESSOR SENESCU I have a question as to what
a substitute motion is. I understand the first motion
to deal with the question, the second motion seems to
deal wi th the with the notion that we should be a good
Universi ty and so forth, and so I think these are
entirely different types of motions and is it proper
as a substitute motion for the first?'
DRUMMOND Mr . Chairman, may I withdraw this?
Let's do the other one.
I would like -- (General
cries of "no") -- I would like to have t h e personal
privilege, however, of reinstating the motion .
PROFESSOR EUBANK Mr. Chairman, nobody can
withdraw the motion but t h e body, itself. The maker
of the motion has no influence over the motion after
it has once been presented.
WOLLMAN
am sorry.

The question has been called for.

I

FACULTY I understand this motion cancelled the
first motion completely. It has to be reintroduced.
1·

WOLLMAN My understanding is that this motion,
the question has been called ·f or and we will vote,
and that if this motion is carried, the previous
motion is negated, denied.

DURRIE

But can be reintroduced.

WOLLMAN Now will the rules of the meeting allow
us to continue the meeting?
DURRIE

Sure.

PROFESSOR THERKILDSEN Mr. Chairman, I thin k I
was recognized by the Chair. I would like to make two
statements, very brief statements again.
One is that
in order to behave properly, we must know the sequence.
That is, you must have some expectation of what is going
to happen if you do something. Of course, many of these
students -- this was fun and games and they weren't
acting rationally and thinking about the consequences.
It may not apply in this particular case. But if they
were acting rationally, what did they expect would happen
to them is that they would be dealt with fairly, as we
have dealt -- or as the administration has dealt fairly
with all demonstrations.
But they really didn't know what would happen
to them, whether they would be arrested or suspended or
fined, or what.
So I don't t hink they could make the
proper judgment because they did not have the proper
penalties in mind.
Secondly, I want to table the motion that Harold
Drummond made.
WOLLMAN

The question has been called for.

PROFESSOR NORMAN I want to say I am in favor of
clemency and for the ROTC.
Does a vote against this
motion mean that we are for honesty and decency, or can
we vote against it as redundant and platitudeness?
WOLLMAN As I understand it, we may vote on thi s
motion and the meeting is not adjourned, if this motion
is passed. The meeting will continue and any new motion
may be introduced.
FACULTY

Can the first motion be introduced again?

WOLLMAN As far as I know, the first mo_t ion can
be introduced again unless our parliamentarian
EUBANK I am not a parliamentarian, but I am
amazed that nobody knows anything about parliamentary
procedure. The Vice President of the faculty, I think,
should know about it.
Now a substitute motion takes the place of the
motion to which it's attached. That's simple enough.
If it passes there is no motion passed except the motion
under consideration. And so far as that motion actually
disposes of the one item, which the business was called
for, the meeting for all business is finished.
WOLLMAN Now we have ruled down here that the
meeting shall continue according to the will of the
faculty after the vote on this motion has been taken.
The question has been called for.
FACULTY

Point of order

point of order.

NORMAN May I read from Rule 32? I will read
slowly and carefully.
I will read the same thing Joh n
Durrie read a little while ago:
"A substitute is an amendment where an entire
resolution or section or one or more paragraphs is struck
out and another resolution or section or one or more
paragraphs is inserted in its place."
I do not see where Harold Drummond has moved to
strike out anything in the original motion. He simply
substituted another motion, which I think was illegal to
be presented at that time and that place. We were discussing an amendment. We were discussing an original
motion and there was no point to introduce another motion.
That's the way I read Robert's Rules of Order.
EUBANK You substitute by three ways: You strike,.
you add, and you put something in place of something
else. That's exactly what Mr. Drummond did.
"I substitute this motion for the motion on the floor,"
and t h at

'

'/
\.

is a substitution for the entire motion. Now it is quite
true that this motion is amendable substitute motion
after it is defeated, and then the previous motion is
back before the assembly again.
1

I i

FACULTY I believe you gave me the floor and I
am going to take it.
If you would like me to continue,
it would be useful if you would consider an alternative
way out of what appears to be blood. I suggested it once
before.
I hope it might work as useful again. Would it
be reasonable to consider combining the motions? They
do not seem to be really opposed to each other. Apparently Professor Drummond doesn't necessarily object to
taking a substance of the first motion.
I, therefore,
suggest in the interest of peace and efficiency the possibility of combining this.
PROFESSOR GREEN The house can move to suspend
the rules in such a way to vote on both motions. The
house can always do this. I don't know what it takes.
FACULTY It takes two-thirds majority. I move
that we suspend the rules to vote on both motions
independently.
FACULTY
WOLLMAN
and then--

It is not a simple majority, is it1
First I will hear from our parliamentarian

EUBANK You suspend the rules regarding it and
you don't suspend the rules. to get away from a motion.
You vote on it: Vote it down or pass it. You can't
suspend the passing -- the voting on the motion.
FACULTY

The voting was suspended on the previous

WOLLMAN

Order, please.

motion.
Order.

Professor Merkx.

PROFESSOR MERKX I move we table Professor Drummond's
motion until after the other motion has been considered.

FACULTY

Second.

WOLLMAN This is undebatable. There's been •a
motion to table Professor Drummond's motion. Is there
a second?
FACULTY

Until after the other was disposed of.

WOLLMAN If this motion is undebatable, I will
call for a vote. All those in favor of a tabling until
after the first motion and its amendment has been acted
upon
FACULTY

That's out of order.

EUBANK If you table this motion then you can
go back to the original motion.
MERKX Who is the Chairman?
the last row or you?
WOLLMAN

The gentleman in

He is our parliamentarian.

EUBANK After all, the constitution of this
faculty says you wi ll proceed according to Robert's Rules
of Order.
WOLLMAN

There is a motion --

PROFESSOR HUBER

Mr. Chairman

WOLLMAN I am sorry, but the rule is that this
motion is not debatable. We s h all have a vote on the
motion to table. All those in favor -HUBER

Point of order.

What is required to table?

WOLLMAN Simple maj,ority. Professor Nisson,
Professor Ivins, will you please count the votes and
reconcile among yourselves what the total shall be?
All t hose in favor of the motion to table -- we are
tabling Professor Drummond's motion

HUBER

May we hear Drummond's motion again?

(There was a general cry of "no")
WOLLMAN All right, all those in fav,o r of tabling
please raise your hand. You are voting whether you shall
or shall not table Professor Drummond's motion.
The
motion is affirmatively to table, negatively not to
table.
(THEREUPON, the vote was tabulated.)
WOLLMAN

Do you have a reasonably good number?

PROFESSOR NISSON

Ninety-four.

WOLLMAN

Those against?

FACULTY

Wait a minute:

WOLLMAN

Any faculty member.

FACULTY

Above what level?

Who is eligible to vote?

WOLLMAN You are designated by the Secretary
of the University as being a member of the voting
faculty or not.
FACULTY

How do you know?

DURRIE Very simple: It's in the faculty constitution. Anyone with the rank of a professorial rank,
that is assistant professor up, or who has been an instructor for three years. There are also a number of
ex officio members who are specified in the constitution.
I think you all know who they are.
FACULTY

How about visiting professors?

DURRIE This matter was referred to the policy
committee several weeks ago and I don't know what the
an swer was.
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WOLLMAN
your hand.

Those against tabling, please raise

NISSON

Eighty-seven.

WOLLMAN The motion to table has carried. The
motion to table has carried. We are now back to debate
upon the amendment of the motion of the first question.
The question has been called for.
Brother Howarth, will
you reiterate the amendment?
HOWARTH My amendment is to add the following
words to the original motion: "and to reduce the
penalty to a smaller one in keeping with the degree of
seriousness of the offense."
WOLLMAN There is no discussion.
has been called for.
HUBER

The question

May we hear the motion again?

WOLLMAN We are voting on the amendment.
voting on the amendment.

We are

HUBER Mr. Chairman, point of order: A call
for the question does not cut off debate. We have got
to move the previous question.
I would like to -WOLLMAN

You may have the floor.

EUBANK Let me clarify once and for all what
calling out for the question means. All in the world
that means is that that member is ready to vote. It
has nothing to do with closing debate.
HUBER With regard to the amendment, I should
like to ask a question of Professor Howarth: What do
you consider to be degrees of offenses? This offense
was discussed by several people on the floor as a very
minor offense, not deserving this degree of penalty .
I wonder whether someone would clarify in my mind who
seeks such, what a major offense would be that would
warrant suspension from the Un iversity for a semester

or for a year? I would like the question answered and
then I would like to go on in light of the answer.
WOLLMAN

Professor Merkx, do you want to answer

that question?
MERKX Yes. Can I answer your question? It
seems to me if there is damage to life or property or
wellbeing, physical damage would be more severe than
delaying a class. It also strikes me that in thi s -that in some way planning in advance a disruption would
be more damaging than the spontaneous lark, which
actually took place.
I would, in answer to the question
-- the demonstration involved a watchin, a sitting in
the stands, and so gradually people left the stands and
went on the field.
But one of the three students accused
stood up and said, "This is not part of our demonstration. Anyone who stays on the field does so on his own
conscience."
HOWARTH I would answer the question in much t h e
same way as Professor Merkx does.
I think any action
which seriously interferes with the conduct of a class,
whether it be an ROTC class or any other kind, might
merit this kind of punishment. I don't really think
-- and damage to persons or property might merit this
degree of severity of punishment, but this is not the
question at issue.
I would like to make my position
clear: In proposing this amendment I feel that the
actions of these students, that they took, was clearly
a violation of University regulations. I think Vice
President Lavender's action on the field was perfectly
proper. I think his suspension of the students the
following day was perfectly legal.
I think the action
of the administration in changing their minds and
referring the matter to the Student standards Committee
was perfectly wise and perfectly proper. I think the
Student Standards Committee acted perfectly proper in
finding the students guilty and assessing a penaltI ·
I, personally, feel that that penalty is too sev er',.
I think I, as an individual, have a right and a
responsibility to make my views clear to the President,
and I feel that we also, as a group, also if we so choose,
have a right and responsibility to make our collective
views clear to the President.

I.

I am a little embarassed about the motion to
which my amendment has been attached in that I don't
want to imply any lack of confidence in the President.
I really feel that the only thing I want is to have
this group tell the President that we would like to
urge him to act clemently.
If it would be in order, if I made a substitute
motion -- I, therefore, move the substitute motion
then -- have to be very careful with the wording -- I
move that we encourage President Heady to exercise
clemency in consideration of the appeals of these
three students, and I offer t h at as a substitute
motion to the original motion with the amendment.
(There were seconds made by several of the
facill ty.)
WOLLMAN It's moved and seconded.
any discussion on this motion?

Is there

HUBER I still wonder why we should have
clemency.
In other words, I am trying to resolve
this issue in my own mind and I can't quite resolve it
in the light of pre cedents and there has been a great
deal of lawyer-talk this afternoon about proper
channels of law, precedents it seems should have some
consideration in our discussion, and what would you say
with regard to a p erson, an individual who completed
all of the requirements for his degree as published in
the catalog and this student was not enrolled in the
University at all; he was apprehended and charged
civilly, but in addition to the civil charges he was
brought before the administration and the appropr~ate
committees of the administration and then on the
faculty floor his case was debated with regard to
having sold, I believe, or di stributed examinations.
The specific fact I am sure could be brought out by
others that are here.
FACULTY

Point of order --

WOLLMAN

I rule Professor Huber is out of

order.
HUBER

The relevance has to do with cl~mency.

HOYT

You are asking us to consider another

case.
HUBER I am not asking you to accept another
case, except the case of precedence. It denied the
gentleman his degree and he had already finished all
requirements. This faculty denied him the degree. A
year or two years -- I am not sure whether it was one
or two -- the faculty minutes will show this -- he
returned and asked to have his degree granted. Again,
the faculty denied his degree. I ask you -FACULTY
HUBER
HOYT

What has that to do with this?
What is the degree

What relation has this precedent to the

present one?
FACULTY

That's much more serious.

WOLLMAN

Professor Libo.

PROFESSOR LIBO In the cases, the best I
remember, there was a real question as to whether
that student had earned his degree. Cheating was
involved in his progress towards the degree.
Now to answer your question, I was present at
the hearing throughout, and I remember one comment made
by a witness wehther the penalty that the administration
originally imposed was too severe. This was raised by
the defense. The Academic Vice-President testified
that he felt that lesser offenses than that have
gained the same penalty and that, for example, a
lesser offense he cited the falsification of admission
records.
WOLLMAN

Professor Blum.

BLUM I think we should be able to conclude this
argument. We are asking the faculty now to vote on
the substitute motion by Professor Howarth. We are
asking them to vote on clemency for three students,
who are three human beings. The action of the
President will affect their future indefinitely one
way or the other. I think we should simply get on
and have the courage to express our views now and here
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and call for the question.
(There were several calls of "second").
WOLLMAN
KOSCHMANN

I

Professor Koschmann.
It was a call.

It was not a motion .

WOLLMAN It was moved and seconded and I h ad
already given the floor to Professor Koschmann, so
we will have a vote on Professor Blum's motion as
soon as Professor Koschmann -FACULTY

He didn't make a motion.

WOLLMAN Then there is nothing.
Koschmann, proceed.

Professor

KOSCHMANN I was somewhat disturbed by the
answers that were given to the question, what was
considered a serious offense. We seem to have a
standard procedure today and say we all agree that
no one is going to disrupt established academic
procedures, and yet I heard t wo professors here
say, "But some of these interruptions aren't real ly
too serious. · I don't think we should punish them too
much. " I think that when a person, who is not
underage but wh o knows wh at he is doing, was
attending t h ere deliberately, who was asked to leav e,
I think this person does know what he is d oing. I
think this is an extremely serious offense of
interfering. I would hate to get this principle
established that the faculty to these students says
that as long as you don't burn down the buildings more
than a little bit -- these students, I think the
evidence brought out, deliberately interfered with
academic activities on this campus. I t h ink it was
deliberate.
I think it was extremely ser i ous and I
think it is not at all inappropriate to ask them to
leave campus.
(Applause.)
PROFESSOR KOLBERT The word "precedents" has
come up and the word "overreacting" has come up, a nd
I would like to point out there is another prece d e nt :
Columbia University is a university t h at h as at
least twice our enrollment and perhaps maybe many

times more prestigious than this institution. That
institution had 746 students arrested for doing a
lot more than delaying by a few minutes or making
fools of themselves before an ROTC promenade on
Zimmerman Field. Of those 746 students, only one
student was tried and given immediate punishment:
Mark Rudd, the organizer. The Columbia student
disciplinary group had numerous conferences with
magistrates from the New York Supreme Court and
after these conferences and after discussing what
was involved they were advised by their legal counsel
and by their various -- the various magistrates with
whom they had had conferences that a first offense
under Anglo-Saxon law and commonly under Napoleonic
law is suspended. Vice President Smith said "What
if I were caught;" ··ai;id ' easi'ly ·recognized as he
certainly would be, disturbing the peace. If he
were caught disturbing the peace, one can almost be
sure that he would be tried and that the judge would
probably have given him a suspended sentence.
FACULTY
SMITH

Would it be a first offense?

(Laughter.)

I will take the "Fifth".

PROFESSOR NEEDLER I don't think anyone here is
questioning whether these students are guilty of
interrupting a scheduled event. I think this seems to
be a foregone fact that we all accept. But
apparently it's a first offense for these three
people and for this type of offense, and I would
strongly urge that implied clemency that we do
punish the students -- that is, by upholding what the
Student Standards Committee and what the Vice
President asked for, but that that sentence be given
a one-year probationary period, and if the students
were caught in the same offense a second time within
that period, that immediately the maximum sentence be
put into effect. This is precisely t he kind of
sentence that took place at Columbia with the 745
students, who each received an individual sentence.
SMITH

Did it solve all the problems?

NEEDLER I don't know that yours is going to
solve any problems.
WOLLMAN We are discussing the motion.
I am
sorry. The floor is held by that person back there.
You may have it next.
PROFESSOR LE BARON I think most of us made up
our mind.
I would like to ask how we can move the
question?
WOLLMAN
LE BARON

You can't move the question
I move the question.

I beg for a

s econd.
(There were many "seconds".)
DURRIE

All right, two-thirds

PROFESSOR OWENS I want to make a comment
here: If anybody wishes to cut off debate, and vote
on the question, there is a motion to take care of
that.
I move that we vote immediately and then if
two-thirds of this house vote in favor of that, you
can cut off debate, but it takes two-thirds.
FACULTY

I

Second.

WOLLMAN All right. The motion is that we vote
immediately. All in favor indicate by raising your r i ght
hand, if you want to cut off debate. The motion carries.
You are now ready to vote. You are now ready to vote
on Professor Howarth's substitute motion.
FACULTY Point of order: What you are going to
vote for on this motion is to make the substitution
and then in a second vote
FACULTY

No, no.

FACULTY

Yes.

Our parliamentarian will agree.

EUBANK I do not agree.
It is a simple motion.
If it is passed, the first motion is voted out.
FACULTY

But we have to vote to make the

substitution first.
EUBANK

And the other is taken care of.

WOLLMAN We are voting now on t h e substitution
motion and an affirmative vote -- the next affirmative
vote substitutes Professor Howarth's motion for the
motion that was included on today's agenda.
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DURRIE

As amended.

WOLLMAN There is no amendment. There was no
amendment. All right. You want it read again?
Professor Howarth, would you read your
motion, please?
HOWARTH The substitute motion is that we urge
President Heady to exercise clemency in h is cons ideration of the appeals of these three students.
WOLLMAN Well, will t he two counters before
assume their role again? All those in favor
indicate by raising your righ t hand.
IVINS

A hundred and nineteen.

WOLLMAN Those against Professor Howarth's
motion, please raise your hands.

I

DURRIE

You don't have to count.

IVINS

Sixty-one.

WOLLMAN Atl right, Professor Howarth's
motion carries. Professor Drummond?
DRUMMOND I would like to bring the previous
motion that I submitted to the board of f the table
for reconsideration.
FACULTY

Second.

WOLLMAN

Is this discussable?

BLUM

The members of the Student Standards

Committee, the faculty members are elected by this
body here.
DRUMMOND Out elected representatives, not
the students'; ours.
WOLLMAN

All those in favor --

HOYT Mr. Chairman, point of order. We haven't
voted on this motion yet.
I think some of these people
think we have. All we have done is vote to substitute.
WOLLMAN No. All those in favor of removing from
the table Professor Drummond's motion, please raise your
right hand.
Those against? The motion has carried.
P rofessor Drummond, do you want to read it?
DRUMMOND

I call for the .question.

FACULTY

Professor Drummond, read for those of

WOLLMAN

It has been distributed.

us - -

MERKX

Mr. Chairman

WOLLMAN , All right, Professor Merkx.
MERKX I would like to speak against this
motion where it says:
"If any part of the total
program at U.N.M. is to be questioned by any
individual or group, it shall be done within
already established procedures and processes".
It
seems to me that there's no reason we have to preclude
something that isn't in the rulebook. Now I am not
arguing for disruption at all, but it seems to me this
is sort of part of -- part of this indicates that unless
we want to go by the rules, we can't really discuss
changes in the University for the total program. So
I speak against the motion.
PROFESSOR HUGHES I voted against the last motion
and I am going to also vote against this motion for orie

very simple reason:
I think all of these motions do
not h elp the plight of the President, who I think has
t he duty to make the decision. I think it gives him
a very difficult job, both within the University
community and without the University -- outside the
University community, and without them, too.
But
there is a further thing that I think we are talking
about now, and that is the future:
How we are going
to handle things in the future on this campus, and I
do not think piecemeal kind of solutions, like we
have been talking about here, will solve anything
in the future as to the present and I still think that
any motion that is not in keeping with the fact the
President has to make this decision in this particular
case.
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BLUM May I say that the policy committee is
working on it.
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WOLL.MAN

Professor Bock.

BOCK I would like to say that in a local
community where the American Legion doe s not
hesitate to advise the administration on what
force they think it is, I think it is quite
appropriate for the faculty here to advise.
WOLLMAN
KOSCH.MANN
immediately.

P rofessor Koschmann.
I would move for the question

WOLLMAN All right. It will take a two thirds vote.
You are voting on whether you will
vote immediately without further discussion. All
those in favor i ndicate by "aye" -- those opposed?
The motion is carried. We shall now vote on
Professor Drummond's resolution.
I will ask the counters to assume their
posi t i on. Those in favor indicate by raising your

right hand.
IVINS
WOLLMAN
IVINS

Ninety-seven.
Those against please raise your hand.
Forty-five.

WOLLMAN The motion is carried.
motion to adjourn?
FACULTY

Is there a

Move to adjourn.

(THEREUPON, the special faculty meeting of
December 5, 1968, was duly adjourned.)
Respectfully submitted,

(1:::-N.~:r
Secretary
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RESOLUTION
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Whereas our elected representat ives on the Student Standards Committee have
c nducted themselves with dedication, patience, compassion, and courage, and.
I

ereas, Ferrel Heady, has in his short time as our President already evidenced in
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his e f forts openness, integrity, fairness, courage, good sense, and compassion,

, 11

I

Now therefore, we urge all persons at the University--faculty, staff,

! 'lIli

s udents--and all alumni and friends--to act henceforth in such ways as are most

1

I

I

. ..i I

l" kely to preserve both the fine traditions of UNM for rational and free discourse,

1

d compassionate concern for all.
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We insist that all students shall be able to

rsue their education without harassment or interruption and that all fac ult y

.
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a all be able to pursue their teaching, research, and ser~~i" functions also wit h-

I

iii
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I
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o t undesirable interference.
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estioned by any individual or group, it shall be done within already established

I

I

ocedures and processes, and such questioning shall be based upon rational and
ee discourse with full respect for the rights of others.
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If any part of the total program at UNM is to be
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The following fifteen members of the University of New Mexico.

c;,..,:;c1,-:..t~.

v'

Faculty request ( acc"rding · to Section

5/

of the Faculty HAN-0'b:crok)
.

.

.

that the secretary

or the president call t at the ear liest possible
?3
time ( probably december # or .2, 1968) e. Faculty Y~ ting.. We further
request that there be a single item on the . agenda-- ·
Moved, that if ariy or all of the student si;.,,~cently suspended by
the Student standards Committee should ap~eal to President ,Ready for
.

..

redmct~pm pf tije ~er mpd pf Ruspension, Probation, Aquittal, or other

change in the penalty assessedg we encouragae President Heady to show
the wisdom,. moderation, toleranc_e and humilit~ with which the pniver.sity
of New Mexico has been blessed.
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